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Abstract: The field of entrepreneurship has struggled with fundamental
questions concerning the subject’s nature and purpose. To whom and to
what means are educational and training agendas ultimately directed?
Such questions have become of central importance to policy makers,
practitioners and academics alike. There are suggestions that university
business schools should engage more critically with the lived experiences
of practising entrepreneurs through alternative pedagogical approaches
and methods, seeking to account for and highlighting the social, political
and moral aspects of entrepreneurial practice. In the UK, where funding in
higher education has become increasingly dependent on student fees,
there are renewed pressures to educate students for entrepreneurial
practice as opposed to educating them about the nature and effects of
entrepreneurship. Government and EU policies are calling on business
schools to develop and enhance entrepreneurial growth and skill sets, to
make their education and training programmes more proactive in
providing innovative educational practices which help and facilitate life
experiences and experiential learning. This paper makes the case for
critical frameworks to be applied so that complex social processes
become a source of learning for educators and entrepreneurs and so that
innovative pedagogical approaches can be developed in terms both of
context (curriculum design) and process (delivery methods).
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Entrepreneurial education is of critical economic
importance to growth in both developing and developed
countries, (Millman et al, 2008; Matlay, 2009). As a
result universities have been challenged to deliver
inspiring and enriched entrepreneurial programmes,
instilling in students the necessary skill sets and abilities
required to succeed in uncertain and risky business
environments (Bumpus and Burton, 2008; Tan and Ng,
2006). Entrepreneurial education as a field of inquiry is
one of the most rapidly growing areas of research, and
is viewed as the engine for economic growth in the UK
(Matlay, 2009). Unfortunately many of the current
entrepreneurial programmes in the UK focus on
teaching entrepreneurship through traditional formats
such as lectures, exams and case studies, adopting a
‘teach about’ approach. There is a widespread
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consensus that traditional pedagogical ‘instructional
methods’ alone are insufficient to develop entrepreneurs
adequately in order to deal with the complexities of
creating and running innovative business opportunities,
(Honig, 2004). As a consequence there is a growing
need to cultivate innovative ways of thinking and new
modes of pedagogy to enhance and develop fully
approaches to entrepreneurial education and learning
(Gibb, 2002; Trehan and Rigg, 2007).
The ability to learn through gaining and applying
new knowledge is especially important with regard
enhancing entrepreneurial performance (Jones et al,
2010). Business schools in higher education institutions
(HEIs) have had an increasing effect on the
dissemination of business knowledge to the
entrepreneur (Gibb, 2009). The institutionalized nature
of business schools requires entrepreneurship to be
taught in a certain manner, rendering it a marginalized
and isolated subject on the business school curriculum
(Pittaway and Cope, 2007b; Gibb, 2009). For many
years functional orientated pedagogy has been
unquestioned in its application. Business schools have
been criticized for their use of pedagogical approaches
which have neglected or even dispelled the notion of
experiential learning, ‘learning by doing’, as a basis for
practice, and have further neglected the associated
inductive ontological based views to understanding the
framing of real world ‘live’ concepts and problems,
(Pfeffer and Fong 2002). The end result is the
development of an ‘entrepreneur’ with no supporting
analytical framework for understanding and
appreciating real entrepreneurship based issues, treating
the process of entrepreneurship not as an art or craft that
is deeply rooted in the practice of everyday life, but
something that is functional (Mintzberg, 2004).
Educational programmes based on this epistemological
perspective tend to leave participants with an abstract
and unconnected set of knowledge and skills which at
times has very little relevance to the actual complex
practice of being an entrepreneur (Zhang and Hamilton
2010; Cope 2005a; Corbett 2005b; Politis 2005).
Entrepreneurship education and
institutionalism
What pedagogical values should a business school stand
for? Such a question is extremely important to large
numbers of entrepreneurs and related students currently
in, and about to enter, university. Large numbers of
undergraduates and postgraduates, full and part-time,
home and international students, will pass through and
be influenced by business schools and their pedagogical
approaches to the practice of entrepreneurial
development. So how should HEI Business Schools
educate and prepare students for the complex world of
business?
This question is not unique to the entrepreneurial
field. For some time, theoretical and methodological
heterogeneity, pedagogical fragmentation and
segregation have been topics of vigorous debate for
scholars working in the field. There is a strong belief
that entrepreneurship is most suitably taught and
delivered outside of business schools. How HEIs are
currently delivering entrepreneurial programmes is
affecting entrepreneurial growth and coming under
increasing pressure, especially when government sectors
are required to report on the investment in policies and
expenditure to support these programmes (Thorpe et al,
2008; Clarke, et al, 2006; Pittaway and Cope 2007a;
Taylor and Thorpe 2004). The demand for business
schools to rethink their pedagogical approach to
entrepreneurial education requires a determined move
away from the rational methods of business education to
innovative methods which seek out and facilitate
experiential learning (Cope 2005a; Hamilton 2005;
Pittaway and Cope 2007b; Hamilton 2011). One
particular matter of concern relates to work by Hindle
(2007) who refers to entrepreneurial development and
education as a field of study that lacks legitimacy as a
source of true value in the context of the community
that is higher education. At present scholars and
researchers in the field are currently challenging one
another to question what is the most effective approach
to educating the entrepreneur. One of the main
challenges in discussing this area is the lack of any clear
and unequivocal definition of the term entrepreneurship.
Numerous authors have argued that the idea of
identifying and acting upon opportunities represents the
dominant view of what entrepreneurship is. Shane
(2003, p4) defines entrepreneurship as entailing
practices that involve the identification and development
of ‘new goods, services, ways of organising, market
processes and raw materials through organising efforts
that previously had not existed’ (Corbett, 2005b; Rae,
2006). Gartner (1985) and others suggested that there
was no accepted definition of the term ‘entrepreneur’.
This argument is further supported by Henry et al
(2005, p 98) who suggest that literature on
entrepreneurship abounds ‘with theories and discussions
related to the issue of what or who is an entrepreneur’.
Matlay (2005) also argues, through his earlier work with
Matlay and Storey (2003), that entrepreneurs are
increasingly exposed to a combination of ‘push’ and
‘pull’ strategies that send the individual down the
entrepreneurial path.1,2 In other words, entrepreneurship
and the characteristics of the entrepreneur are shaped
through experience over time as opposed to such skills
being present from birth. With this in mind, the methods
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by which entrepreneurs learn and how they are
developed are equally subjective. Lazear (2004, p 649)
suggests that an entrepreneur is a ‘Jack of all trades’
who achieves competence in many skills, which Lazear
argues contrasts with a specialist having a particular
skill or in a particular trade who excels within a much
smaller and closely related number of single skill sets.
Lazear (2004, p 676) goes further, to define
entrepreneurs as individuals who are engaged in the
conception and formation of business ideas. Matlay
(2005, p 628) argues that an entrepreneur is often
regarded as ‘individual who seeks business
opportunities and takes advantage of economic
disequilibrium to pursue personal gain’. Matlay and
Westhead (2005, p 630) argue that ‘Entrepreneurship
can take a variety of forms – in new or established firms
of all sizes (micro, small, medium and large businesses),
as self-employment or as membership within virtual
teams of e-entrepreneurs’. The educational challenge
from this is to focus upon the learning opportunities and
methods which allow the entrepreneur to become
‘empowered to do’ and how such thinking behaviours
can be supported and facilitated by the education
process. As previously suggested much entrepreneurial
education is delivered in the traditional rationalist mode,
and provides no insight into the uncertainty and
complexity of the real world in terms of how the
entrepreneur copes and deals with such problems
(Hannon, 2006). Further to this it can also be suggested
that traditional methods fail to provide real insight into
the ‘entrepreneurial way’ of learning.
The historical preoccupation with an individualistic
approach to entrepreneurial education has continued to
marginalize and devalue the broader social context in
which the entrepreneur functions (Goss, 2005). Such a
rationalistic approach has resulted in a bias against a
focus on the meaning entrepreneurs make of themselves
and their social worlds, or learning about the knowledge
they possess from a careful study of their practice. This
has met with steady criticisms, the thrust of which is
that what is being produced as a result of such
educational programs are entrepreneurs who are overly
analytical, narrow and focused on the short-term,
technically deconstructed and uninterested in methods
of reflection as a means of understanding. Entrepreneurs
need to become aware of and develop their cognitive
skills to help them to make sense of their actions or
practices (Trehan and Rigg, 2011). This creates a
real-time learning process by permitting, supporting and
encouraging the entrepreneurs to explore their
judgements and critique their means of inquiry, calling
into question the knowledge, images and assumptions
that underpin their actions, and the stories which relate
to their experiences of themselves and others (Anderson
and Warren, 2011). As a result the conceptual diversity
of entrepreneurial education and development has
resulted in a lack of clarity in the integration with
purposeful philosophical underpinnings, which has led
to confused and mixed purposes. The current demand to
develop proficient entrepreneurs requires methods for
enhancing and stimulating the learning experiences of
the entrepreneur which enhance aspirations, critical
thinking skills, capabilities and behaviour. These
methods are more likely than conventional programmes
to involve students and tutors in complex social and
political processes.
This paper seeks to raise points of debate about some
key, fundamental questions which need to be addressed
with regard to the relevance of current pedagogical
approaches to the development of the entrepreneurial
education and the relational learning experience. For
example, the current offering raises these questions,
amongst others.
(1) How relevant is the current pedagogical offering
with regards to achieving desirable practising
entrepreneurs and developing future graduates?
(2) How do curricula design and development processes
enhance the ‘real life’ learning experience of
students?
(3) What foundations underpin the design and delivery
process of entrepreneurship education/training?
(4) What evidence is there that supports the utility of the
current provision; and what are the arguments
against, and why?
(5) What is the alternative role in the development of
practicing entrepreneurs?
Such questions represent a number of challenges to the
current traditional methods of entrepreneurship
education adopted by university business schools,
ranging from deeply rooted philosophical debates and
beliefs about the nature of entrepreneurship in higher
education to the definitional and conceptual
contradictions to the notions of what entrepreneurship
practice is, and the pragmatic aspect of educational
pedagogy. The questions above are designed to focus
attention on the methods which enable a genuine insight
into the natural practices of what it means to be a
practising entrepreneur to be obtained, where experience
and learning are gained through the natural process of
social enactment (Antonacopoulou, 2007; 2008) The
outcome, in terms of an educational agenda, involves
challenging the ‘self-conceptions’ of what it means to
be an ‘entrepreneur’, inviting openness to alternative
meanings. This perspective represents a movement
away from the pre-conceptualizations of rationality
offered through current HEI institutionalism to a method
that embraces introspection, or critical reflection, as a
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INDUSTRY & HIGHER EDUCATION December 2014 3
JOBNAME: IHE PAGE: 4 SESS: 5 OUTPUT: Tue Nov 18 15:50:02 2014
/hling/journals/ipp/105/474771
means of creating learning practices that enable and
facilitate the exploration of alternative spaces of
possible actions (Goodlad, 1992; Brookfield and
Preskill, 1999; Sarasin, 1999). With such alternatives
entrepreneurs can begin to understand how they and
others select fragments of knowledge from learning
experiences and then draw almost immediate
conclusions from these fragments without understanding
their embedded assumptions or attributions.
Academic pedagogies based on logic do not always
help us make sense of experience: rather, entrepreneurs
tend to make sense as they interact in the moment and
with the social tensions (emotion, power or politics)
which often trigger new methods of relating and
engaging. The question then is about how educators can
incorporate these into a learning process. It is of huge
importance for educators to understand the need for a
strong philosophical framework which would underpin
a pedagogical approach and enable the development of a
greater understanding in terms of how and why
entrepreneurs behave and practice in the manner they do
(Bechard and Gregoire, 2005). In order to have an effect
on entrepreneurial education, the focus needs to be on
helping entrepreneurs to develop critical reflective
practice from their experiences as a means of helping to
bridge the gap between theory and practice, by arguing
that in order to become entrepreneurial one must
acknowledge and embrace the chaotic nature of practice
(Drakopoulou Dodd and Anderson, 2007). An essential
step in developing such an approach is the abandonment
of current business school pedagogies and the resultant
knowledge they propagate, in favour of embracing and
cultivating a critical stance towards practice. While the
concept of learning through experience is certainly valid
and opens up conventional forms of inquiry, the reality
is that when conversing with entrepreneurs they rarely
talk critically about their practice; rather, they speak
instead in quite practical terms – about what they did,
what they said, how they felt, and so on.
So what do we do?
The present paper draws on postmodern debate to raise
critical questions about pedagogical methods currently
used and the effects they are having on entrepreneurial
education and training (French and Grey, 1996; Winch
and Gingell, 2004; Bechard and Gregoire, 2005). This
postmodern debate has raised questions about
established practices and narratives embodied in rational
epistemological suppositions: current educational
practice seeks to control the entrepreneur’s perception
of social reality. The authors (ibid, 1996, 2004, 2005)
position learning as an enacted practice, in that learning
is a process of knowing – a means of accounting for and
shaping the entrepreneur’s experiences revealing their
tacit and embodied knowledge. For many years now
entrepreneurial education has continued to overlook the
role of practice as an epistemological means of learning
and how practice can contribute to entrepreneurial
development: this is distinctly different from traditional
pedagogical approaches (Lewis, 2011). What is
ultimately required is a synthesis of theory and practice
if we are to develop thoughtful entrepreneurial
practitioners. This present paper adopts conceptual and
practical approaches from the social constructionist
orientation, in order to appreciate and understand both
the social structures and processes that are embedded in
the entrepreneur’s practice. In elucidating this argument
one can draw on the combination of conceptual notions
of social learning, practice and reflexivity as a method
for reshaping entrepreneurial pedagogy, (Higgins et al,
2013). A reflexive pedagogy focuses on the question of
how the idea that learning is an enacted product of
experience can be conveyed, where educators and
entrepreneurs are co-constructors of the learning
experience. This involves concentrating on the details of
teaching and learning, because it is interactions and
conversations with others having different perspectives
and ideas that can cause their practices to be questioned,
through exploring alternative ways of acting.
From this perspective everyday conversations and
interactions are critically important with regard to how
an entrepreneur’s practice is influenced. This is not
simply a question of introducing or thinking about new
teaching methods; rather, it requires a critique of the
very idea of learning, identity and educator–practitioner
relations, (Down, 2006). This view changes the
perception of the educator’s role and level of
involvement, from that of a transmitter and disseminator
of knowledge to that of a facilitator of learning (Carey
and Matlay, 2011; Chapman et al, 2011). Such a
pedagogy focuses on the exposure of differences
between the individual entrepreneurs’ espoused
perceptions of theories and actual practice; it seeks to
examine the politically defensive routines used by
entrepreneurs in order to be rational and exercise control
over others. In this way it allows for the exploration of
hidden forces of resistance and conflict that are
embedded in social discourse, by exploring and
addressing the following.
(1) The outcome of this position, in terms of an
educational agenda involves challenging the
‘self-conceptions’ of what it means to be a
‘entrepreneur’, inviting openness to alternative
meanings as a principal point of discussion.
(2) This perspective representing a movement away
from the preconceptions of rationality offered
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through current HEI institutionalism, to a method
that embraces introspection or critical reflexivity as a
means of enabling and facilitating the exploration of
alternatives for learning and possible actions.
(3) The perception of the educator’s role and level of
involvement, from that of a transmitter and
disseminator of knowledge to that of a facilitator of
learning, consistent with a reflexive pedagogical
approach. Such a pedagogy highlights differences or
gaps in the individual entrepreneur’s espoused
perceptions of theories and it allows for the
exploration of the hidden forces of resistance and
conflict embedded in social discourse.
(4) Placing a focus on the students and how they bring
realism to their practices – that is, understanding
how they and others select fragments of knowledge
from learning experiences and then draw almost
immediate conclusions from these fragments without
understanding their embedded assumptions or
attributions.
The above perspectives are not essentially new by any
means, but how experience is captured and developed
through educational pedagogies remains a serious
question. Drawing on both adult and organizational
learning theories, Cope (2003) emphasized that such
experiential learning was triggered by the use of
reflection on that learning experience. As a holistic
piece this work suggests that the reflective process and
learning were inextricably linked and that, because
entrepreneurs learn as they engage in an activity, by
reflecting on the practice of an activity, a new
understanding can be developed. Taylor and Thorpe
(2000) and Cope (2003) suggest that reflection can be
triggered through the enactment of everyday practice,
where events or breakdowns can trigger ‘transformative
learning’. The challenge then is how to introduce and
facilitate the use of this idea of learning in
entrepreneurial pedagogy, and determine what the
theoretical underpinning and value would be (Cope,
2005; Higgins, 2011; Jones and Matlay, 2011).
Entrepreneurial education: a critical
perspective
Learning as a process of practice illustrates how life
experience influences the assumptions and choices made
by entrepreneurs (Chell, 2007; Hindle, 2007). The use
of reflexivity to critique practice invites entrepreneurs to
question claims of existing knowledge and the process
of knowledge creation. Merleau-Ponty (1964 [1962])
suggests that knowing and learning are linked with
attuning oneself to situations which require skilful and
experiential responses. Such responses are based not on
representation but on mediated understanding, in which
the actor experiences the tensions between what is
aimed for and what is achieved – which becomes
habitual, in the sense that it is intuitive. Reflection is
often held as a key skill, as suggested by Schon’s (1983)
process of reflection-on-action, in which entrepreneurs
construct understanding by drawing upon experiences
and organizational knowledge, and engage in a
reflective process, with that situated experience. The
entrepreneur is thus constantly involved in a process of
questioning their own ideas and assumptions and those
of others as they explore possible alternative actions by
engaging in social interactions and the micro-practices
of knowledge. Here, learning is both transferable and
momentary as the entrepreneur adopts and reviews their
social practices and the relationships which sustain
them, (Higgins, 2011). Reflexivity views the generation
of knowledge from a critical position, namely the social
context in which an entrepreneur finds themselves at
any moment and time, with the view that any insight
may not necessarily be applicable in general to future
activity. This perspective challenges traditional
positivist ideas by acknowledging the actions of
entrepreneurs and the social tensions such as power and
political factors to which they are exposed as they enact
their practice (Cunliffe, 2002).
Entrepreneurs tend to speak in rather practical terms
and use very informal and taken-for-granted methods
for making sense of their activities; in other words they
develop their own means of sense-making of situations
from the experience of the activity. However, current
entrepreneurial pedagogy would seek to decontextualize
experience in order to allow the entrepreneur to
understand and, as a result, learn how to act in more
effective ways. This process does not necessarily allow
the entrepreneur to understand the construction of these
practices in the moment of acting; after all, we draw on
everyday social interactions and respond to these
interactions through our sense and feelings in the
moment (Cunliffe, 2004). Drawing on the
entrepreneurs’ tacit knowledge, which is held deep
within them, what is required is a strong pedagogical
method which has the ability to critique and recognize
everyday lived experiences. Entrepreneurs do not exist
in a vacuum devoid of emotion or social feeling.
Problems such as social tensions, joy, guilt, or even
helplessness, are part of the entrepreneur’s life; these
are not addressed in conventional pedagogies, which
favour more objective, factual or functionalist views –
the implicit message being that these are not business
problems, but they shape the very existence of the
entrepreneur’s reality. Many scholars – for example,
Kolb (1984) – assume that learning is a sequential
process under our conscious control: in practice,
Building a future for entrepreneurial education and learning
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however, this not necessarily the case (Burgoyne and
Reynolds, 1997; Anderson and Thorpe, 2004).
The conceptualization of learning as a practice
adopts a critical perspective in order to draw attention to
the social and political process of learning by
challenging dominant functionalist paradigms and
exposing new ways of conceiving the problems of
power, politics and learning. This adoption of a critical
perspective provides the present authors with a method
for exploring how learning and knowledge are
constructed, by making explicit the values, beliefs and
assumptions underlying social learning theory (Chell,
2000). The lack of sociological perspectives in the SME
literature has led the subject area to become populated
by often over-simplistic versions of complex human
dynamics which fail to acknowledge and recognize the
complexities of learning, serving rather to obstruct and
obscure the consideration of alternative ideas. For
example, learning as an experiential process presents a
sociological ideology to help make sense of learning
through a set of beliefs and values about how humans
acquire knowledge; but the social and, more important,
the political aspects of this perspective are not explored
to any great depth in the current literature (Raelin,
2006). The paper positions learning as a socially
enacted practice and seeks to reject the assumptions
posed by the rationalist perspective and by positioning
learning as a socially enacted and constructed process
that is firmly rooted in the practices of the entrepreneur,
where knowing is only temporary, and where
knowledge is the result of continuing emerging practice
and enactment (Elkjaer, 2004; Yanow, 2001; Brown and
Duguid, 2001, Higgins et al, 2013). This view becomes
critical of the cognitivist’s perspectives on learning
(Marshall, 2008), because knowing and learning are not
situated in the individual mind but, instead, are placed
in the context of social enactment; what we do together
as a collective. For example, ‘knowledge is not
something that people possess in their heads, but rather,
something that people do together’. In order for learning
to emerge, existing practices must be called into
question or broken down, because practices are repeated
actions which can lead to the interpretation of practices
as appearing to be quasi-objective or taken-for-granted
assumptions of social reality (Berger and Luckmann,
1966; Schütz and Luckmann, 1989). In this regard
practices imprint certain values, assumptions, norms and
taken-for-granted knowledge heavily on the
entrepreneur, in a self-legitimizing method; that is to
say, they are accepted, used and embraced provided
they continue to work (Lyotard, 1984).
Previous research has speculated on the nature of
experiential learning in the context of the entrepreneur.
However, despite this recognition, the current
understanding and appreciation of how entrepreneurs
actually learn from experience is still somewhat
fragmented (Sarasvathy, 2001; Sullivan, 2000). One
reason for this gap relates to how the idea of learning
and education is approached, from the entrepreneurial
perspective. The study of entrepreneurial learning has
traditionally compared the difference between the
entrepreneur’s cognitive experiences and awareness at a
point in time, and related this knowledge to
developments in the business. A significant observation
in the literature that seeks to make sense of the role of
experience in entrepreneurial learning is that it is very
difficult to separate and identify specifically the effects
of exogenous and endogenous factors that can influence
learning. This suggests that it may be much more
plausible to explore the influences of entrepreneurs’
experiences on the establishment of relevant knowledge
that can both directly and indirectly affect what and how
they learn. Another observation regarding the earlier
consideration of the role of learning in entrepreneurial
research is that it adopts a static perspective on the
process of learning, where the term ‘process’ refers to
the logic of understanding and rationalizing causal
relationships between the entrepreneurs’ past
experiences and their current practice. Little attention
has been given to identifying what pedagogical methods
support and seeking to understand how entrepreneurs,
through experience, develop knowledge that enables
them to act and learn.
Conclusion
Engagement in entrepreneurial learning at university has
been shown to influence entrepreneurial intent (Greene
and Saridakis, 2008) and actual business start-up
(Blackford et al, 2009). This suggests that we should
aim to provide more opportunities for our students to
actively experience and learn about enterprise if the
desire is to increase the number of graduate
entrepreneurs emerging from UK universities. Various
researchers and commentators have stated that
enterprise and entrepreneurship education must include
opportunities for learning by doing and for the students
to participate actively and control their learning (see, for
example, NCGE, 2008; Gibb, 2005). In their summaries
of the literature, Rae and Woodier (2006) and Higgins
and Mirza (2010) state that the concept of ‘experiential’
learning is the most powerful learning situation,
developing self-efficacy and helping an individual act on
their intentions and influencing the pursuit of a new
business venture. There is currently no single agreed
theory of entrepreneurship, even though research in the
field has touched on several entrepreneurial factors such
as the conceptual idea, types of entrepreneurs, the
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organizational firms, trait, the entrepreneurial process
and many others (Ucbasaran et al, 2006). Previous
research has moved the focus of attention away from the
identification of persons with particular characteristics
and traits, and towards seeking greater understanding of
the nexus of enterprising individuals (Venkataraman,
1997). As a result, pedagogical approaches must place
more emphasis on practice and experiential and
reflective methods in order to develop and enhance a
critical way of thinking in order to embrace fully the
complexities of entrepreneurial learning (Gibbs, 2002).
This suggested approach would seek to encourage a
view of learning as a socially enacted practice supported
by the use of critical thinking as ‘praxis’ in order to
provide opportunities for the entrepreneur to participate
actively in and recognize and value their experiences
(Peltier et al, 2008; Schlee et al, 2007).
Such a focus requires a much deeper understanding
of the opportunities and educational requirements in the
entrepreneurial process (Eckhardt and Shane, 2002).
Entrepreneurialism is a process of practice, one for
becoming: it is a highly dynamic, iterative process of
intense socially enacted activity, a holistic process in
which existing stability disappears (Bygrave, 1989).
Gibb (2002) suggests that an entrepreneur is a person
who seeks to destroy economic order; regards
entrepreneurship as being concerned with seeking out
and identifying new opportunities, creativity, breaking
rules, taking risks and co-ordinating resources; and
Shook et al (2003) suggest that it is concerned with
interacting with the environment, discovering,
evaluating and exploiting opportunities. The increasing
number of seminars and courses offered by universities,
colleges and private practitioners, together with the
variety of academic literature which has emerged, can
be regarded as evidence of the current interest in
entrepreneurial education (Vesper and Gartner, 1997;
Solomon et al, 2002; Henry et al 2003).
Entrepreneurship is about creativity and critical
thinking, which suggests the need for a contextual move
away from traditional pedagogical approaches to
teaching and learning toward a more real-life
application of entrepreneurial practice in which
experience needs to be gained through active
participation (Gorman et al, 1997).
In particular, focus has been placed on the role that
education plays in entrepreneurship and especially the
suitability, relevance and effectiveness of passive and
experiential learning strategies employed (Raelin,
2007). This focus raises the question of whether
entrepreneurs find greater effectiveness from learning
through strategies of action and reflection, or whether
the traditional and more passive methods of education
remain the only sources of learning.
Learning in the context of the entrepreneur has been
described in terms of the varying skills that are required
in order to absorb new information and attribute
meaning and context effectively. This suggests that the
creation of knowledge involves both procedural and
contextual elements. Procedural knowledge involves the
process of knowing how to take data and develop them
into information; contextual knowledge places attention
on the environmental domains and awareness of the
entrepreneur, their influence on the environment and the
problems that arise from it. In this regard, connectionist
or social learning theories can provide a useful platform
from which to understand the creation of entrepreneurial
knowledge.
Notes
1
‘Push’ regarded and defined as changes both positive and
negative within circumstances both personal and professional.
2
‘Pull’ – a desire for change, growth or development.
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